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The role of training has evolved from a focus on programs to a broader focus on learning, creating and 
sharing knowledge to improve employees’ performance and help meet business needs and challenges. 
Although HRD researchers recognise the importance of knowledge sharing in understanding transfer of 
training, empirical research examines the relationship between this variable and post-training behaviour 
has been neglected. Thus, this study examined the relationship between knowledge sharing and trainees’ 
motivation to transfer their training (trainees’ desire to use training on the job) once they return to work. 
Using Holton’s (1996) model as a framework, structural equation analysis revealed that the extent to 
which trainees share the learned knowledge and skills had an indirect influence on their motivation to 
transfer their training on the job via its relationship with content validity (training content to accurately 
reflect job requirements), personal outcomes-positive (applying training on the job leads to outcomes that 
is positive for the trainees), feedback (indicators from an organisation about an individual’s job 
performance) and personal capacity for transfer (the extent to which trainees have the time, energy and 
mental space to make changes required to transfer learning to the job). The findings suggest that trainees 
should be encouraged to share the learned knowledge and skills with others in the workplace. At the same 
time, HRD managers strive to stimulate a knowledge sharing culture in organisations and give recognition 
for those who share their knowledge. This, in turn, provides greater return on investment on training 
course implementation. 
 




By definition, transfer of training is the degree to which trainees apply the knowledge, skills and attitudes 
gained in training to their job (Wexley & Latham, 1991). It has also been described as the maintenance of 
those skills, knowledge and attitudes over a certain period of time (Baldwin & Ford, 1988). Further, it has 
been widely accepted that transfer of training will occur only when trainees have both the ability (can do) 
and volition (will do) to acquire and apply new skills (Noe, 1986; Wexley & Latham, 1991).  
 
Researchers have long recognised that motivation to transfer training is a very important construct in 
transfer of training research (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Noe & Schmitt, 1986; Seyler, Holton, Bates, Burnett 
& Carvalho, 1998). Motivation to transfer is defined as trainees’desire to use the learned knowledge and 
skills on the job (Holton, Bates & Ruona 2000). Without motivation to transfer, even the most systematic 
training program cannot be effective. According to Bates (2001), training can do little to increase individual 
or organisational performance unless what is learned as a result of training is transferred to the job. 
Therefore, understanding the factors that affect trainees’ motivations to transfer training on the job would 
be valuable in determining how to motivate trainees to use the knowledge and skills that may benefit the 
organisation. 
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The present study used the HRD Research and Measurement Model developed by Holton (1996) as a 
framework to identify factors that may predict trainees’ motivations to use training on the job. The HRD 
model is the first attempt to comprehensively specify the antecedents relationships leading to motivation to 
transfer.  
 
Source: Holton, EF III 1996, ‘The Flawed Four-Level Evaluation Model,’ Human Resource Development Quarterly, vol.7, no.1, p.17. 
Figure 1 The HRD Evaluation Research and Measurement Model  
 
As depicted in Figure 1, the model shows all hypothesised relationships indicated by thick arrows (primary 
relationships) or lighter arrows (secondary relationships). Primary intervening variables (ability, motivation 
to learn, reaction, transfer design, motivation to transfer, transfer climate, expected utility, linkage to 
organisational objectives and external events) are shown in boxes with arrows pointing directly to one of 
the outcomes. Secondary intervening variables (intervention readiness, job attitudes, personality 
characteristics and intervention fulfilment) are linked by arrows to the primary intervening variables. The 
primary intervening variables are hypothesised to influence the outcomes (learning, individual performance 
and organisational results) that an intervention is targeted to achieve whereas the secondary intervening 
variables are hypothesised to have a secondary influence on the motivation elements (motivation to learn, 
motivation to transfer). Reaction is included in the model and is hypothesised to have a moderating role in 
the relationship between motivation to learn and learning. Several studies have successfully used Holton’s 
(1996) model as a framework to study factors that might affect transfer of training (Seyler et al.1998; 
Holton et al. 2000).  
 
In the present study, based on Holton’s (1996) model, the researcher then searched the literature to identify 
the category of variables receiving most attention in the literature on the basis of their ability to influence 
motivation to transfer training. The proposed conceptual framework is described next.  
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THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 
Figure 2 exhibits the conceptual framework which hypothesises that learner readiness, personal outcomes-
positive, feedback, content validity, personal capacity for transfer and sharing behaviour will positively 
influence motivation to transfer training. We also expect that sharing behaviour will positively influence 
motivation to transfer training indirectly through learner readiness, personal capacity for transfer, content 
validity, personal outcomes-positive and feedback.  
 
This study has potentially important theoretical and managerial implications. From a theoretical standpoint, 
this study extends empirical knowledge about the relationship between knowledge sharing and transfer of 
training. From the managerial standpoint, provides a better understanding of the factors which motivates 
trainees to use training on the job, and thus may contribute to greater productivity and return on investment 
in training particularly in the Malaysian public sector where the study was set. The construct definitions 
and the background literature that support the hypothesised relationships are presented below. 
 
 




Connelly and Kelloway (2003) defined knowledge sharing as a set of behaviours that involve the exchange 
of information or assistance to others. One proposed definition consists of donating and collecting 
knowledge: where knowledge donating refers to communicating to others what one's personal intellectual 
capital is and knowledge collecting refers to consulting colleagues in order to get them to share their 
intellectual capital (Van Den Hoof & Ridder, 2004). There has been a growing interest in the impact of 
knowledge sharing in a training and development context as a mechanism to meet business challenges and 
provide competitive advantage (Noe 2005; Noe, Hollenbeck, Gerhart & Wright 2004). According to Noe 
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share this information with fellow workers. This has led the changing role of training from a focus on 
programs to a broader focus on learning, creating and sharing knowledge (Martocchio & Baldwin 1997; 
Noe 2005; Noe et al. 2004). In the transfer literature, one study was located to have empirically examined 
the relationship between continuous learning and post-training behaviour (Tracey et al. 1995). In Tracey et 
al.’s (1995) study, continuous learning was conceptualised as the acquisition, application and sharing 
knowledge, behaviours and skills not only from training but also from a variety of other sources. The 
findings of that study indicated that continuous learning has a positive effect on post-training behaviour. In 
other words, the more trainees share their knowledge, the greater the transfer of training. In this study, 
sharing behaviour refers to the degree to which trainees actually share the learned knowledge and skills 
with others. The researcher of the present study believe that the benefits of knowledge sharing identified in 
the literature would most likely surface to influence motivation to transfer training as well. Therefore, this 
study investigates the following hypothesis: 
 




Learner readiness refers to the extent to which trainees are prepared to enter and participate in training 
(Holton et al. 2000). Adult learner theorist (Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 1998) stressed that the more 
adult learners perceived training as relevant to their job, the more they were ready to participate in training. 
Research also found that trainees given the choice whether or not to participate in training, increased their 
motivation to learn and improved training outcomes (Hicks & Klimoski, 1987; Baldwin, Magjuka & Loher, 
1991; Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 1991; Ryman & Biersner 1975). In this study, 
learner readiness was examined as a secondary influence variable affecting motivation to transfer because it 
is likely that trainees who are ready to participate in training are motivated to transfer training as well. 
Therefore, given the reported influence of learner readiness on motivation to learn and training outcomes, 
the first hypothesis is to relate learner readiness to motivation to transfer training. 
 




Feedback refers to formal and informal indicators from an organisation about an individual’s job 
performance (Holton et al. 2000). A range of studies have confirmed the effect of feedback on training 
transfer (Clarke 2002; Tracey, Tannenbaum & Kavanagh 1995) and employees’performance (Reber & 
Wallin 1984). For example, Clarke (2002) found in a study of training in the Social Services Department, 
UK, that an absence of feedback to the trainee on his or her performance impedes the transfer of training. 
The study confirmed earlier research by Reber and Wallin (1984) who predicted that the performance of 
employees will be enhanced if they received feedback about their own goals when related to their 
department’s performance. In this study, the researcher suspect that trainees who receive feedback 
regarding their job performance would be more motivated to transfer training on the job. Therefore, the 
next hypothesis is to relate feedback to motivation to transfer training. 
 




Personal outcomes-positive refers to the degree to which applying training on the job leads to outcomes 
that is positive for the trainees (Holton et al. 2000). Researchers have suggested that personal outcomes-
positive is an important transfer climate construct (Holton, Bates, Seyler & Carvalho, 1997; Holton et al. 
2000). Tracey et al.(1995) found that positive personal outcomes such as extrinsic (pay or job promotion) 
and intrinsic rewards (praise and recognition) have a direct impact on post training behaviours. Based on 
these findings, personal outcomes-positive can be expected to positively influence motivation to transfer. 
Therefore, the following hypothesis is submitted: 








Content validity refers to the extent to which trainees’ judge training content to accurately reflect job 
requirements (Holton et al. 2000). In terms of research, content validity has been shown to affect the 
application of knowledge and skills learned in training on the job (Axtell, Maitlis & Yearta, 1997; Seyler et 
al.1998; Bates, Holton, Seyler & Carvalho, 2000). Therefore, it is also likely that the more the training 
content reflects trainees’ job requirements, the more trainees’ are motivated to transfer training on the job. 
Therefore, content validity is proposed to have a positive influence on motivation to transfer training. 
 
H5: Content validity has a positive influence on motivation to transfer training. 
 
Personal Capacity for Transfer 
 
Personal capacity for transfer refers to the extent to which individuals have the time, energy and mental 
space in their work lives to make changes required to transfer learning to the job (Holton et al. 2000). 
Research has indicated that even trainees have succesfully learned in training, the workload pressure or 
lack of mental and physical capability may inhibit them from applying training on the job (Holton, Chen & 
Naquin, 2003; Holton et al. 2000). Given the reported influence of personality for transfer on training 
transfer, the researcher suspects that it could also influence trainees’ motivation to transfer as well. 
Therefore, in this study, personal capacity for transfer is proposed to influence motivation to transfer 
training. 
 
H6: Personal capacity for transfer has a positive influence on motivation to transfer training. 
 
Further, it is also interesting to investigate the extent sharing behaviour is associated with learner readiness, 
feedback, personal outcomes-positive, content validity and personal capacity for transfer. Thus, the 
following hypothesis is submitted: 
 
H7: Sharing behaviour has a positive influence on (a) learner readiness, (b) feedback, (c) personal 






Data for the study were collected from 437 government employees attending a variety of training programs 
offered by one of the training institutions for government employees in Malaysia. Questionnaires were 
administered to respondents at the conclusion of a training program. Completion of the survey was 
voluntary and responses were anonymous. The questionnaires were collected immediately upon 
completion. A total of 19 types of training programs were involved in the study. They were categorised into 
general training (for example to improve spoken english), management training (for example human 
resource management) and computer training (for example visual basic). Of the 437 questionnaires, 358 
were returned, which was equivalent to 82% response rate. After checking all the returned questionnaires, 
only 291 were considered as usable (complete). The 67 rejected questionnaires were incomplete by more 
than one page and therefore discarded from analysis. 
 





The variables depicted in the model were measured using multi-item scales. The items were derived based 
on focus group interview with four subjects, who had the experienced attending training. All items were 
rated on 5-point Likert type scales anchored by 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor 
disagree, 4=agree and 5=strongly agree. Each scale is described below. 
 
Motivation to transfer 
 
A 4-item scale was used to measure trainees’ desire to use the knowledge and skills mastered in the training 
program on the job. A sample item is “I will make sure that what I have learned from the training will be 




A 5-item scale was used to measure the extent to which trainees are prepared to enter and participate in 





A 4-item scale was used to measure the formal and informal indicators from an organisation about an 
individual’s job performance. A sample item is “After training, I will receive feedback to improve what I 




A 4-item scale was used to measure the extent to which applying training on the job leads to outcomes that 
is positive for the trainees. A sample item is “I will work with more organised if I put into practice what I 




A 5-item scale was used to measure the extent to which trainees judge training content to accurately reflect 
job requirements. A sample item is “The training content are related to the need of my duties.” The scale’s 
alpha reliability in this study is 0.78. 
 
Personal capacity for transfer 
 
A 3-item scale was used to measure the extent to which individuals have the time, energy and mental space 
in their work lives to make changes required to transfer learning to the job. A sample item is “I am capable 
to put into practice what I have learned from the training even though I am busy.” The scale’s alpha 




A 4-item scale was used to measure the degree to which trainees’ actually share the learned knowledge and 
skills with others. A sample item is “I always share knowledge and skills that have been learned from the 




Structural equation modelling was used to examine the hypothesised relationships in this study. Following 
Anderson and Gerbing (1988), the measurement models were evaluated first and then, the structural model. 
A measurement model specifies the relations of the observed measures to their posited underlying 
constructs. A structural model then specifies the causal relations of the constructs to one another, as posited 
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by theory (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The measurement model, in conjunction with the structural model 
enables a more comprehensive, confirmatory assessment of construct validity (Bentler, 1980). The 
measurement models were evaluated by examining the factor loading/regression weight of each item for 
statistical significance. The factor loading should be at least 0.50 and above for adequate individual item 
reliability (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Then, the construct’s reliability and variance extracted were calculated 





Construct reliability =                                 (Sum of standardised loadings)2    
                                      _________________________________________________________ 
 
                                     (Sum of standardised loadings)2 + Sum of indicator measurement error * 
                    
Equation 2: 
 
Variance extracted =                              Sum of squared standardised loadings 
                                   _____________________________________________________________ 
                                    
                                   Sum of squared standardised loadings + Sum of indicator measurement error    
 
* Sum of indicator measurement error = 1 – (standardised loading)2 
    
 
Construct reliability should exceed the recommended level of 0.70 for the items to be considered as 
sufficient in representing the constructs (Hair et al., 1998). On the other hand, construct validity is obtained 
when the amount of variance extracted by the construct in relation to the amount of variance due to 
measurement error exceeds 0.50 (Fornell & Larcker,  1981). 
 
The regression coefficient (λ) and the measurement error variances (θ) of the measurement model were 
also calculated as outlined by Politis (2001; 2002; 2003) and Joreskog and Sorbom (1989). The regression 
coefficient reflects the regression of each composite variable on its latent variable and the measurement 
error variance (θ) associated with each composite variable (Politis, 2001). In the situation where the matrix 
to be analysed is a matrix of covariances amongst the composite variables, then Politis (2001; 2002; 2003) 












λ = regression coefficients 
θ = measurement error variances 
α = reliability coefficient 
σ = standard deviation of composite measure; and 
σ2 = error variance 
 
In turn, these values have been used as fixed parameters in the structural model as shown in the simplified 
path model of Figure 3 below. 










X and Y = composite latent variables derived from measurement model 
λ = regression coefficients computed by equation 3 
θ = measurement error variances computed by equation 4 
γ = the regression coefficient of the regression of η on ξ 
 
(Source: Politis 2001) 
 
A mixture of fit-indices was employed to assess the overall fit of the measurement and structural models. 
The χ2 statistic was used to measure the overall fit of the measurement and structural models. According to 
Hair et al. (1998), researchers should look for non-significant differences (p>0.05 or 0.01) because the test 
is between actual and predicted matrices. However, because the χ2 statistic is sensitive to both these and to 
small sample sizes (Kline, 2005; Hair et al., 1998; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993), this study complements the 
χ2 statistic measure with other goodness-of-fit measures such as the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), the 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), the Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (RMSR), the Tucker 
Lewis Index (TLI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Normed Fit Index (NFI) and the Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Hair et al., 1998). The recommended value for GFI, AGFI, TLI, 
CFI and NFI is 0.90 or greater where values less than 0.90 considered a poor fit (Hair et al., 1998). The 
RMSR should have values less than 0.10 where values equal to or greater than 0.10 would indicate poor fit 
(Kline, 2005). The recommended value for RMSEA should be no more than 0.08 for reasonable error of 
approximation (Kline, 2005; Hair et al., 1998). 
 
When the measurement models did not show a good fit, the modification indices provided by AMOS were 
examined. The modification indices show the predicted decrease in χ2 if items representing a construct are 
allowed to correlate (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). Items were allowed to 
correlate when inspection found that they were redundant due to poor wording. The consideration to drop 
items was made if the factor loading for each item was below the recommended level 0.50. Similarly, if the 
structural model does not fit, it has become common practice to modify the model by deleting parameters 
that are not significant and adding the parameters that improve the fit (Hair et al., 1998). In this study, 
adding or deleting parameters from the model were made based on theoretical justification or common 
sense and not based solely on the modification indices (Hair et al., 1998; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; 
Arbuckle & Wothe, 1999). 
 
When examining the strength of the relationships in the structural model, this study used the guidelines 
provided by Kline (2005) which assists in the interpretations of path coefficients (λ), with small, medium 
or large effects. Standardised path coefficients with values less than 0.10 indicate a small effect. Values 






θ λ γ λ θ 
(ξ) (η) 





The Measurement Model 
 
Table 1 presents the goodness-of-fit indices, construct reliabilities and variance extracted for the individual 
measurement models. 
 
Table 1: Goodness-of-fit-indices, construct reliabilities and variance extracted for the measurement 
models  
Measurement Models Goodness 















χ2 6.027 7.519 0.119 0.937 2.420 7.332 5.728 
Df 2.000 5.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 4.000 2.000 
P 0.049 0.185 0.730 0.333 0.120 0.119 0.057 
RMSR 0.009 0.011 0.001 0.004 0.020 0.012 0.010 
RMSEA 0.083 0.042 0.000 0.000 0.070 0.054 0.080 
GFI 0.989 0.989 1.000 0.998 0.994 0.990 0.991 
AGFI 0.947 0.967 0.998 0.984 0.967 0.963 0.953 
TLI 0.968 0.988 1.018 1.001 0.988 0.986 0.975 
CFI 0.989 0.994 1.000 1.000 0.996 0.994 0.992 
NFI 0.984 0.983 1.000 0.998 0.993 0988 0.987 
Construct 
Reliability 
0.810 0.800 0.710 0.810 0.830 0.830 0.840 
Variance 
Extracted 
0.520 0.460 0.410 0.530 0.620 0.510 0.570 
 
 
Two items in personal outcomes-positive, feedback and content validity constructs respectively were 
allowed to correlate in order to improve fit. They were allowed to correlate because the stems of the items 
in the respective constructs were very similar. No items were dropped. Overall, the measurement models 
produced an acceptable model fit indicated by the fit indices (GFI, AGFI, TLI, CFI and NFI above 0.90; 
RMSR < 0.10; RMSEA ≤ 0.08). Construct reliability and variance extracted were above the recommended 
cut-off 0.70 and 0.50 respectively, providing support for reliability and validity of these constructs except 
learner readiness and personal outcomes-positive constructs. These two constructs had construct 
reliabilities above the recommended cut-off 0.70, however, variance extracted were slightly below the 
recommended cut-off 0.50 (0.46 and 0.41 for learner readiness and personal outcomes-positive 
respectively) due to measurement error.   However, the fit indices for these constructs showed a good fit to 
the data when GFI, AGFI, TLI, CFI and NFI above the recommended cut-off 0.90. The RMSR and 
RMSEA were also below the recommended 0.10 and 0.08 respectively, indicating that these two constructs 
possessed adequate reliability and validity. These measurement models were then used for examining the 
hypothesised relationships among the constructs of interest in this study. 
 
The Structural Model 
 
Using the analytical procedure described earlier, the computation of regression coefficient (λ) and 
measurement error variance (θ) was performed. These values were then used to build the structural model. 
Table 2 presents the mean, standard deviations (σ), the regression coefficient (λ), the measurement error 
variance (θ) and the correlations among the constructs tested in this study. 
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, λ and θ estimates and the correlations between the constructs  
Constructs Mean σ λ θ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Motivation 
 To transfer 
4.33 0.49 0.44 0.05 0.81       
Learner 
readiness 




4.01 0.53 0.45 0.08 0.65 0.49 0.72     
Feedback 
 




4.05 0.52 0.47 0.05 0.46 0.36 0.41 0.25 0.80   
Content 
validity 
4.02 0.57 0.50 0.07 0.46 0.34 0.35 0.18 0.38 0.78  
Sharing 
behaviour 
3.94 0.58 0.53 0.06 0.31 0.24 0.33 0.47 0.36 0.24 0.83 
Notes: All correlations are statistically significant, p<0.01 level. Coefficient alphas (α) are shown in bold 
italic and are located along the diagonal. Regression coefficient, λ=σ√α. Measurement error variance, 
θ=σ2 (1- α). 
 
The initial structural model produced a poor model fit, indicated by the fit indices (χ2 = 158.548; 
χ2/df=15.855; GFI=0.845; AGFI=0.566; RMSR=0.038; TLI=0.510; CFI=0.767; NFI=0.759; 
RMSEA=0.226). All hypothesised relationships were supported except from sharing behaviour to 
motivation to transfer (H1)(see Table 3).  
 
Table 3: Results of the Hypothesised Structural Model 







Sharing behaviour→Motivation to transfer H1:+ -0.105 -0.976 No 
Learner readiness→Motivation to transfer  H2:+ 0.574 8.920 Yes*** 
Feedback→Motivation to transfer H3:+ -0.188 -2.690 Yes* 
Personal outcomes-positive→Motivation to transfer H4:+ 0.637 8.331 Yes*** 
Content validity→Motivation to transfer H5:+ 0.214 3.727 Yes*** 
Personal capacity for transfer→Motivation to 
transfer 
H6:+ 0.15 2.391 Yes** 
Sharing behaviour→Learner readiness H7(a):+ 0.419 5.907 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Feedback H7(b):+ 0.605 9.665 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Personal outcomes-positive H7(c):+ 0.560 8.168 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Content validity H7(d):+ 0.384 5.582 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Personal capacity for transfer H7(e):+ 0.519 7.974 Yes*** 
Notes: * p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001 
 
In order to improve fit, the modification indices were examined and the non-significant relationships were 
dropped (H1). Specifically, the new paths included were from content validity to personal capacity for 
transfer, from content validity to personal outcomes-positive, from personal capacity for transfer to 
personal outcomes-positive, from personal outcomes-positive to feedback and from personal outcomes-
positive to learner readiness. Results indicated that the model fits the data fairly well (χ2 = 18.000; 
χ2/df=3.000; GFI=0.982; AGFI=0.915; RMSR=0.010; TLI=0.934; CFI=0.981; NFI=0.973; 
RMSEA=0.083). This time, the relationships from sharing behaviour to learner readiness and from personal 
capacity to transfer to motivation to transfer are not supported by this data (see Table 4).  
Table 4: Results of the Re-specified Model (First Revision) 
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Learner readiness→Motivation to transfer  H2:+ 0.433 5.159 Yes*** 
Feedback→Motivation to transfer H3:+ -0.213 -3.417 Yes*** 
Personal outcomes-positive→Motivation to transfer H4:+ 0.587 5.183 Yes*** 
Content validity→Motivation to transfer H5:+ 0.133 2.125 Yes** 
Personal capacity for transfer→Motivation to 
transfer 
H6:+ 0.071 1.068 No 
Sharing behaviour→Learner readiness H7(a):+ 0.007 0.088 No 
Sharing behaviour→Feedback H7(b):+ 0.408 5.597 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Personal outcomes-positive H7(c):+ 0.235 3.211 Yes* 
Sharing behaviour→Content validity H7(d):+ 0.293 4.127 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Personal capacity for transfer H7(e):+ 0.328 4.823 Yes*** 
Content validity→Personal capacity for transfer New:+ 0.378 5.374 Yes*** 
Content validity→Personal outcomes-positive New:+ 0.271 3.459 Yes*** 
Personal capacity for transfer→Personal outcomes- 
positive 
New:+ 0.322 3.834 Yes*** 
Personal outcomes-positive→Feedback New:+ 0.336 4.457 Yes*** 
Personal outcomes-positive→Learner readiness New:+ 0.684 8.005 Yes*** 
Feedback→Learner readiness New:+    
Notes: * p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001 
 
The model was again revised where two non-significant paths were dropped [H6 and H7(a)] and a new path 
was added from feedback to learner readiness. Results indicated that the revised model produced a good fit 
indicated by the fit indices (χ2 = 12.782; χ2/df=1.826; GFI=0.987; AGFI=0.949; RMSR=0.009; TLI=0.973; 
CFI=0.991; NFI=0.981; RMSEA=0.053) and all paths are significant. Figure 4 and Table 5 display the 
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Table 5: Results of the Final Structural Model  







Learner readiness→Motivation to transfer  H2:+ 0.368 3.647 Yes*** 
Feedback→Motivation to transfer H3:+ -0.231 -3.089 Yes* 
Personal outcomes-positive→Motivation to transfer H4:+ 0.679 5.003 Yes*** 
Content validity→Motivation to transfer H5:+ 0.147 2.420 Yes** 
Sharing behaviour→Feedback H7(b):+ 0.375 5.058 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Personal outcomes-positive H7(c):+ 0.261 3.764 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Content validity H7(d):+ 0.292 4.116 Yes*** 
Sharing behaviour→Personal capacity for transfer H7(e):+ 0.324 4.759 Yes*** 
Content validity→Personal capacity for transfer New:+ 0.382 5.445 Yes*** 
Content validity→Personal outcomes-positive New:+ 0.257 3.399 Yes*** 
Personal capacity for transfer→Personal outcomes- 
positive 
New:+ 0.338 4.295 Yes*** 
Personal outcomes-positive→Feedback New:+ 0.375 4.756 Yes*** 
Personal outcomes-positive→Learner readiness New:+ 0.841 8.606 Yes*** 
Feedback→Learner readiness New:+ -0.226 -2.457 Yes** 




The final structural model developed in this study revealed that sharing behaviour is an important 
antecedent that contributes to the formation of content validity, personal outcomes-positive, feedback and 
personal capacity for transfer, which in turn, influences motivation to transfer. With regard to content 
validity, a key aspect of training effectiveness is formulating a training program that directly addresses job-
performance requirements. A training program which is content valid has been suggested by several 
researchers as one which gives rise to transfer of training because it is perceived to facilitate workplace 
goals such as increased productivity, reduced errors or better problem-solving skills (Clark, Dobbin & 
Ladd1993; Holton et al. 1997). As sharing behaviour had a significant positive effect on content validity, 
this study suggests that trainees should be invited to participate in the design and implementation of 
training. Trainees may be involved in formulating a strategy on how sharing can facilitate training to meet 
its objectives. This might involve allowing trainees to suggest possible work-related projects or tasks which 
may be used as the mechanism for sharing behaviour to occur. 
 
The literature on transfer suggests that training is effective when the application of knowledge and skills 
learned leads to personal outcomes-positive such as pay increments or job promotions. Research has 
indicated that employees will share more to the extent that they perceive their organisation gives them 
credit for doing so (Burgess 2005; Gupta & Govindarajan 2000; Pan & Scarbrough 1998). Because trainees 
in this study perceived personal outcomes-positive as being intrinsic (for instance, self-satisfaction or pride 
of work achieved), it is argued in this study that public sector employees need to be provided with some 
forms of non-monetary recognition when they share the learned knowledge and skills in the workplace. 
 
It is also important that when trainees return to their work, they receive feedback from their managers and 
supervisors regarding their job performance after attending training. According to Wexley and Latham 
(1991), practice without evaluative feedback retards learning and is critical to both learning and motivation. 
This study had shown that sharing behaviour is a significant contributor to the formation of feedback. 
Therefore, trainees should be encouraged to share the learned knowledge and skills with their colleagues so 
that the feedback they receive will tell them whether their understanding of their learned knowledge and 
skills is correct. This critical feedback will then allow trainees to make the necessary adjustments in their 
subsequent behaviour. Sharing job knowledge is also a key element of successful teamwork (Stevens 
1994). 
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In a situation where trainees have successfully learned their lessons in training, this study had shown that a 
lack of personal capacity for transfer may reduce their motivation to transfer training in the Malaysian 
public sector. A major finding of this study is the importance of sharing behaviour in the formation of 
personal capacity for transfer. It may be possible to build trainees’ personal capacity for transfer by 
encouraging the sort of sharing behaviour described above. Knowledge sharing is a dynamic process and it 
works both ways in the sense that when trainees share their learning, they help others learn while at the 
same time they help themselves through learning from others. Research has consistently reported these and 
other benefits of knowledge sharing in the workplace. For instance, Tschannen-Moran (2001) was able to 
demonstrate that knowledge sharing led to: improvements in individual learning (Collison & Cook 2004); 
and to project effectiveness (Henderson & Cockburn 1994; Leanord-Barton & Sinha 1993).   
 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
Whilst many of the findings of this study have the potential for generalisability, the study has several 
limitations. First, this study uses self-reports for all the variables under investigations. Thus, results of 
single source data may be affected by method variance as is often the case with survey research studies 
(Podsakoff & Organ 1986). For example, motivation to transfer training is based solely on trainees’ 
perceptions but not assessed by their supervisors. Obtaining data from supervisors on what can motivate 
trainees to transfer their training could increase confidence in the results. Second, although the scales used 
in this study were in the desired ranged of validity and reliability, they were not tested against a different 
set of data due to the difficulty of the researcher in obtaining a large number of respondents at the time of 
study. Future research should use different sets of data for construct reliability and validity may have 
increased the confidence in the results obtained. Lastly, modifications have been made to the initial model 
in order to improve fit. Thus, the re-specified model should be regarded as tentative until cross-validated 
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